ATTN:  PL 106-107 Comments

Dear Admi ni strators:

We have two general comments that fall under Item 1. Application and
Reporting Forns, Itemll. Ternms and Conditions and Item V. Electronic
Processing. The organi zation of these comments follows the format as
described in a Request for Coments published in the January 17, 2001
Federal Register (pp. 4584-4593).

Briefly, our institution has been involved in ERA since 1996, and has
submitted proposals electronically since 1997. | estimte that we are
anong the highest 30%to 40% of institutions in terns of support we
provide to faculty with the various technical processes, and

i nstitutional experience and technol ogy on these issues.

Pl ease see that these coments are registered with the appropriate
entities. Please also let us knowif some type of sunmary of al
comments will |ikew se be published.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond.

Asst. Vice Chancell or
Research and Sponsored Prograns
Uni versity of New Ol eans
New Orl eans, LA 70148
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1. OQutstanding nodels for electronic research adm nistration

Your docunent refers to a "second cornerstone" of the act

i mpl enentation, that is "build on what has al ready been done or is
al ready underway. "

The National Science Foundation is farther along than any other agency
with its devel opment of a systemto handle total electronic processing
(Fastl ane). Fastlane has been in actual use with a w de audi ence
(i.e. not just a pilot) for alnpst 5 years, and thus, has the wi dest
and | ongest scope of experience in the endeavor of "Electronic
Research Admi nistration."”

Whet her they should be the "lead" agency in PL 106-107 inplenentation
or not is a different question (i.e. they may not want it); however
they certainly should be a major player and should | obby to nake
Fastl ane the "nodel" for all the agencies.

First, Fastlane, while not perfect, is the nost well-thought out npde
in exi stence today, has incorporated |ots of user input inits

devel opnent, and thus, represents the best nodel encapsul ating both
what federal agencies need and what users need. Secondly, thousands
of institutions are experienced in its use; thus, expanding that use
anong ot her federal agencies would only nmake sense in terns of a

I earning curve. Thirdly, it's a proven and tested nodel. It has
denmonstrated that it does work with a | arge degree of ease of use,
sonmething the nore recent nodels or those still under construction
cannot claim Fourth, because the Fastl ane nodel has been in

exi stence so long, it can claimnore conponents in use today than any
ot her nodel. These conponents include but are not limted to:



proposal devel opnent and approval, proposal subm ssion, proposa

status checking, the reviewer process, awards notification, budget
revision, electronic funds transfer and progress reporting. Finally,
the Fastl ane systemincludes a nunber of databases that nake avail abl e
extrenely val uabl e reporting nmechani sms for research adninistrators to
manage their NSF activity. These reports are extrenely easy to
generate and nmake available a |large quantity of managenent information
which is conpletely unavail able from other federal agencies unless we
mai ntain it ourselves within our own database systens.

For all these reasons (and nore) we highly recomrend that Fastlane be
under consideration as the major building block for the entire

i mpl ementation of PL 106-107.

2. Institutional signature, electronic review and approval issues
We see a disturbing trend devel oping with sone of the other agency
attenpts at el ectronic subm ssion devel opment. Two fairly recent
systems in particular, eGAPS (now called e-Application) fromthe
Department of Education and SYS-EYFUS from NASA have been devel oped
Wi t hout appropriate safeguard nmechani smfor the Research
Administration office at institutions to exercise their required

review and approval. These systens display a m sunderstandi ng of the
institutional role in proposal subm ssion. Wth the large nmajority of
federal awards, it is the institutions, i.e. not the individua
faculty, who receive the award (with all its financial and acadenic

obligations). Thus, internal approval nmechani sns have been
established within institutions to review what is being submtted
before it gets submitted, and to correct any reference to obligations
it cannot or nay not be able to neet.

These two systens in particular (and a few private foundations) have
been devel oped in such a way that the P.1. (faculty) can technically
submit a proposal without any prior institutional approval. |In fact,
because of this flaw, people only marginally affiliated with an
institution (or ineligible parties such as non-permanent faculty or
students) may be able to submit proposals.

National ly (through the Research Admi nistrators |istserve) there has
been significant criticismfrominstitutions on these issues. But
thus far, the objections have not been raised in a formal enough
fashion to pronpt agencies to seek better input when del egating design
of these el ectronic subm ssion processes to outside consultants.
Fastlane (fromthe National Science Foundation) is an exanple of an
agency that has taken a very responsi bl e approach to this aspect of
its devel opnent; and has installed a series of checks and security
mechani sms to guard agai nst m suse of their system to prevent

unaut hori zed use and to insure that only approved and eligible parties
are involved in the submi ssion process.

We feel the systens (such as e-Application and SYS-EYFUS) by excl uding
such a mechani sm for prior approval and processing control by Ofices

of Research, are irresponsible, will result in confusion, and wl |l
likely lead to loss of time and effort on the part of all concerned.
Institutions will not accept awards for which they did not review, and

which may commit themto obligations which were not pre-approved.



